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Objective. To characterize shared governance in US schools and colleges of pharmacy and recommend best practices to promote faculty engagement and satisfaction.
Findings. The literature review revealed only one study on governance in a pharmacy school and some
data from an AACP Faculty Survey. Of the 926 faculty members who responded to the survey, the
majority were satisfied or very satisfied with faculty governance (64%) and the level of input into
faculty governance (63%) at their school. Faculty members in administrative positions and those at
public institutions were more satisfied with governance. The forum resulted in the development of five
themes: establish a clear vision of governance in all areas; ensure that faculty members are aware of
their roles and responsibilities within the governance structure; ensure faculty members are able to join
committees of interest; recognize and reward faculty contributions to governance; and involve all fulltime faculty members in governance, regardless of their tenure status.
Summary. Establishing shared governance within a school or college of pharmacy impacts overall
faculty satisfaction and potentially faculty retention.
Keywords: governance, faculty affairs, satisfaction, shared governance

level of shared responsibility between administration and
faculty members. Assignment of these responsibilities is
greatly influenced by both internal and external factors,1,5
such as tenured vs non-tenured status, voting rights, areas
of control and hiring decisions, curricular matters, tenure
and promotion guidelines, and the extent to which shared
governance between the faculty and administration is
allowed.4
The Accreditation Council for Pharmacy Education
(ACPE) requires that schools and colleges of pharmacy
meet basic standards regarding school governance
(standards 8.7), which ensures faculty participation in
school or college governance.6 Yet, the standard is quite
broad, only stating that “the college or school uses
updated, published documents, such as bylaws, policies
and procedures, to ensure faculty participation in the

INTRODUCTION
Shared governance is defined as “the shared responsibility between administration and faculty for primary decisions about the general means of advancing the
general educational policy determined by the school’s
charter.”1 Over the past two decades, much attention has
been focused on defining expectations and ideals for
faculty involvement in shared governance in institutions
of higher learning.1-4 Colleges and universities across the
United States have diverse and often complex organizational governance structures, with great variability in the
Corresponding Author: Daniel R. Kennedy, Western New
England University, College of Pharmacy and Health
Sciences, 1215 Wilbraham Rd., Springfield, MA 01119. Tel:
413-796-2413. E-mail: dkennedy@wne.edu
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governance of the college or school.” The only primary
literature related to shared governance in schools and
colleges of pharmacy is focused on student governance.7
Thus, little is known about best and successful practices
regarding shared governance models within pharmacy
education.
To address this, the American Association of Colleges of Pharmacy’s (AACP’s) Council of Faculties
charged the 2017-2018 Faculty Affairs Committee to
conduct an environmental scan of the Academy. The scan
was designed to explore faculty governance structures
within colleges and schools of pharmacy, including the
various classes of faculty members represented within
those governance structures and their respective voting
rights. The work that follows is the result of the committee’s efforts.

administrative board of the COF, and feedback was incorporated for content and clarity. A link to the survey
was distributed to the pharmacy academy via AACP
Connect, direct emails via AACP E-lerts, and through
direct contact with department chairs, deans, and other
administrators, with the goal of reaching as many pharmacy faculty members as possible, regardless of AACP
membership status.
Descriptive statistical analysis was performed on all
completed responses. Response summaries were provided for survey questions, with missing responses excluded from the analysis. A descriptive summary of
question responses was analyzed by tenure status (not
eligible, tenure-track, and tenured faculty members). As
determining faculty members’ satisfaction with governance was an integral part of the committee’s work, we
also conducted exploratory regression analysis using
Likert-scale responses to two questions pertaining to
faculty satisfaction with school governance to attempt to
identify groups of faculty members whose satisfaction
with governance was significantly different from others.
A simplified single-factor model for the latent variable
governance satisfaction was created with these two items:
“How satisfied are you with your college/school’s governance structure?” and “Are you satisfied with the level
of faculty input into your college/school’s governance?”8
Question responses were scored as follows: one point for
“very dissatisfied” through five points for “very satisfied”
and a governance satisfaction score was created as a sum
of these two question responses. For example, a faculty
member responding “satisfied” for both questions would
yield a score of eight (four points for each question) out of
a maximum possible score of 10 points. Governance
satisfaction was divided at a score of $8, which equated
to minimal satisfaction for both questions (or, rarely, very
satisfied for one and neutral on the other question). Those
who were satisfied with governance were considered to
have a high governance satisfaction and those below eight
did not. The distribution of GS scores was used to determine break points for analysis using the GS score as the
dependent variable adjusting for demographic variables
as model covariates. A stepwise logistic regression approach was used to determine which variables would remain in the final model, with a significance level for
variable entry set conservatively to 0.3.9,10 Model lack of
fit was evaluated by the Hosmer-Lemeshow goodness-offit test.9 Survey results were collected in SurveyMonkey
(San Mateo, CA), and all analyses were completed using
SAS, version 9.4 (Cary, NC).
This initial survey results were used as a discussion
topic when members of the committee hosted a forum at
the 2018 AACP INSpire meeting. The 25:10 Crowd

METHODS
Responding to its charge, the 2017-2018 Faculty
Affairs Committee developed three strategies to identify
current practices within pharmacy education and, based
on best practices, to make recommendations for schools
and colleges regarding faculty governance. The first was a
thorough literature review of faculty governance within
higher education; the second was to develop a survey to
ask about the governance structure that faculty members
have at their individual institutions and their satisfaction
with it; and the third was to host an open forum at the
February 2018 INspire (interim) meeting of AACP to
gather additional thoughts, perspectives, and feedback
regarding our charges and recommendations.
The literature search was conducted through EBSCO
and included the following databases: Academic Search
Premier, ERIC, Medline, and International Pharmaceutical Abstracts. The search was limited to English language
scholarly and peer-reviewed journals over a 15-year period (2003-2018) and used the following terms: college/
university governance, shared governance in higher education and health professions, and pharmacy. Publications from outside the United States, those describing
clinical governance, or those unrelated to higher education were excluded.
After the completion of our literature review, a 27item survey instrument was created to determine the
status of faculty governance within US schools and colleges of pharmacy. The survey, which was administered
through SurveyMonkey (Menlo Park, CA), was conducted by the committee to identify relevant, common,
and best practices regarding faculty governance in health
professions and higher education. In addition to committee members, the survey was shared with 10 additional
faculty members at other institutions, as well as the
910
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Sourcing technique (www.liberatingstructures.com) was
used to identify the five most important themes related to
governance in order of highest priority.

and three declining to participate. Of those who did participate, any questions that a respondent skipped were
excluded from this analysis. Faculty members differed
based on tenure status, rank, administrative appointments,
relative size of their school or college’s faculty, whether
they were employed at a public or private institution, if
they were part of a faculty union, and whether they primarily resided on the main or a satellite campus. The
complete demographic data for respondents is displayed
in Table 1.
The majority of faculty members reported being either satisfied or very satisfied with their school governance structure (64%) and level of input on school
governance (63%). Because of the charge given to our
committee, we had a high interest in the level of faculty
satisfaction with and input into governance structure and
any significant differences in responses between groups
of faculty members. For example, the majority of respondents reported being satisfied or very satisfied with
their school governance structure (64%) and satisfied or
very satisfied with the level of faculty input on school
governance (63%). However, the percentages dropped to
57% and 55%, respectively, when faculty members with
an administrative title were excluded. To determine this,
we explored regression analysis using the responses of
two Likert-style questions pertaining to faculty satisfaction with school governance as described in the methods.
With this approach, we developed a final model of governance satisfaction that found significant differences
based on whether a faculty member had an administrative
role or was at a public or private institution (Tables 2 and
3). With the full model, faculty members reporting administrative roles were two and a half times more likely to
have a high governance satisfaction score (Table 3).
Additionally, faculty members working at public institutions were significantly more likely to have a high
governance satisfaction score when compared to faculty
members at private institutions (Table 3). There was no
significant difference between tenure track status and
governance satisfaction once adjusted for covariates.
There was no evidence of lack of fit with the Hosmer and
Lemeshow test (p5.11) for the final adjusted model.
As a great deal of shared governance is accomplished
through committee work and committee appointments,
committee structure and formation were another major
focus of our study. The majority of respondents (56%)
indicated that committees, along with the committee
chair, were generally appointed by the administration.
Almost one in four respondents (24%) indicated that
school administration appointed the committee and its
members but the chair was elected by the committee
members, while only 13% of respondents reported that
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FINDINGS
The literature review revealed that the most comprehensive compilation of the major obstacles to and
recommendations for the inclusion of all faculty members in
shared governance processes was published by the American Association of University Professors (AAUP) in 2013.11
Through this work, the AAUP identified five overarching
principles, which they then used as the foundation for the
specific recommendations in their report and which can also
be used by individual institutions when addressing their
specific concerns related to governance. First, the AAUP
affirmed that the definition of faculty needs to be clear and
should include more than just those with tenured or tenuretrack appointments. Second, despite recognized challenges
in its implementation, the second principle was that all
faculty members should have the opportunity to participate
in governance. Faculty members must be knowledgeable
about and take advantage of the opportunities to participate
fully in shared governance in order for its benefits to be
realized. They affirm that academic freedom and participation in governance are closely interrelated and, finally, all
faculty, regardless of appointment, should receive dueprocess protections in order to support academic freedom.
A review of the literature revealed that faculty governance issues seem to affect all types of institutions,
commonly in historically Black colleges and universities12 and liberal arts colleges,13 while limited data exist
for health professions schools. One study describing the
significant governance issues that exist in dental schools
increased awareness of the unique operating structure of
dental schools, and made specific recommendations on
how governance, management, and leadership could be
adapted to enhance governance effectiveness.14
We found that little data specific to shared governance in schools and colleges of pharmacy existed, aside
from a study exploring student governance.7 However,
findings from the annual AACP Faculty Survey, in which
assessment of faculty satisfaction with administration and
governance is a primary objective, suggest that most
pharmacy faculty members are satisfied with the functioning of existing administration and governance structures.15 For example, in the 2017 survey, 87.3% of the
faculty members who responded either agreed or strongly
agreed that their school or college provided opportunities
for faculty participation in governance.15
The committee received a total of 929 responses
regarding the survey we conducted, with 926 faculty
members consenting to complete the survey instrument,
911
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Table 1. Demographics of Faculty Members at US Schools and Colleges of Pharmacy Who Responded to a Survey on Governance
Within Their Institution
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Variable
Tenure Available at Institution
Yes
Tenure Status
Tenured Faculty Member
Tenured-Track Faculty Member
Not Eligible for Tenure
Employment Status
Full Time (.32hr/week)
Less than Full Time (#32hr/week)
Total Faculty at Institution
,20
20-40
41-60
61-80
81-100
.100
Faculty Rank
Instructor
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Professor
Administrative Role
Yes
No
Split Appointment
Yes
No
School Type
Public
Private
Located at Satellite Campus
Yes
No
Represented by Faculty Union
Yes
No
Committee Formation
Elected by faculty, chair elected by committee
Elected by faculty, chair appointed by administration
Appointed by administration, chair elected by committee
Committee and chairs appointed by administration
Department Chair Appointment
Elected by faculty for limited time
Hired by dean, search and feedback from department faculty
Appointed and serve at the pleasure of the dean
Non-administrative Faculty on the Dean’s Leadership Committee
Yes
No
N/A

912

Response

%

681

78.2

228
120
520

26.3
13.8
59.9

846
24

97.2
2.8

48
365
245
119
40
53

5.5
42.0
28.2
13.7
4.6
6.1

17
315
324
215

2.0
36.2
37.2
24.7

330
544

37.8
62.2

92
783

10.5
89.5

430
445

49.1
50.9

169
704

19.4
80.6

91
774

10.5
89.5

107
50
194
447

13.4
6.3
24.3
56.02

46
342
417

5.7
42.5
51.8

288
437
85

35.6
54.0
10.4
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Table 2. Survey Responses of Faculty Members at US Schools and Colleges of Pharmacy Regarding Governance Within Their
Institution, No. (%)
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Survey Question
How satisfied are you with your school’s
governance structure?
Very Satisfied
Satisfied
Neutral
Dissatisfied
Very Dissatisfied
Are you satisfied with the level of faculty input
into your school’s governance?
Very Satisfied
Satisfied
Neutral
Dissatisfied
Very Dissatisfied
Do you have an opportunity to provide input on
the teaching specialty for faculty
recruitment?
Yes, through direct vote of department
members
Yes, formal input is sought by department
chair, but no voting
No, but informal input can be provided to the
department chair
No, the decisions are made without my input
Do you have the opportunity to provide input on
the suitability of faculty candidates who are
being considered for a faculty position?
Yes, I have a direct vote if hire is within my
department
Yes, I have a vote only if selected to be on the
search committee, otherwise I can provide
input
No, I can only provide input if on the search
committee
No, faculty input is not sought
Do other full-time faculty within your program
have different voting rights than you?
Yes
No
In general, do you feel you can speak out at
open forums such as faculty meetings on
curricular or other academic matters without
fear of repercussions?
Yes
No

Non-Tenure
Eligible (n=520)

Tenure Track
(n=120)

Tenured
(n=228)

Total
(n=868)

63 (13.1)

21 (18.6)

62 (27.7)

146 (17.8)

235
113
59
12

(48.8)
(24.4)
(12.2)
(2.5)

50
26
14
2

(44.3)
(23)
(12.4)
(1.8)

97
33
23
9

(43.3)
(14.7)
(10.3)
(4)

382
172
96
23

(46.6)
(21)
(11.7)
(2.8)

66
230
102
73
11

(13.7)
(47.7)
(21.2)
(15.2)
(2.3)

20
50
26
15
2

(17.7)
(44.3)
(23)
(13.3)
(1.8)

68
87
37
26
7

(30.2)
(38.7)
(16.4)
(11.6)
(3.1)

154
367
165
111
20

(18.8)
(44.8)
(20.1)
(13.9)
(2.4)

28 (5.9)

8 (7.1)

23 (10.3)

59 (7.3)

125 (26.4)

38 (33.9)

89 (39.9)

252 (31.2)

213 (45)

48 (42.9)

82 (36.8)

343 (42.5)

107 (22.6)

18 (16.1)

29 (13)

154 (19.1)

73 (15.4)

21 (19.1)

41 (18.5)

135 (16.7)

308 (64.8)

67 (60.9)

155 (69.8)

530 (65.7)

81 (17.1)

18 (16.4)

25 (11.3)

124 (15.4)

13 (2.7)

4 (3.6)

1 (0.5)

18 (2.2)

75 (16)
395 (84)

19 (17.6)
89 (82.4)

62 (27.4)
163 (72.4)

156 (19.4)
647 (80.6)

382 (80.1)
95 (19.9)

95 (84.8)
17 (15.2)

192 (85.7)
32 (14.3)

669 (82.3)
144 (17.7)

committee members and the committee chair were selected by the faculty. Generally, faculty were able to serve
on a committee, regardless of rank, with the exception of

promotion and tenure committee, as 76% of respondents
had no restrictions, while only 13% had restrictions (11%
did not know.)
913
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department (17%) or through input provided to the search
committee (66%). Only 15% of respondents felt the
search committee did not consider their input, and only
2% felt that faculty input was not sought.
The situation at most schools is apparently a little
different when the faculty member to be hired is a department chair as the majority of respondents (52%) indicated that their department chairs were appointed by the
dean, while only 6% were elected by the faculty. The
remaining 42% were hired after a thorough search which
included feedback from the department faculty. Finally,
we explored whether faculty members felt free to speak at
faculty meetings regarding academic matters without fear
of repercussions, and all three faculty appointments (more
than 80% of respondents) reported that they were comfortable speaking out. Approximately 20% of faculty
members stated that they did not feel comfortable to speak
freely at faculty meetings regarding academic matters
without fear of repercussions. Interestingly, tenure status
did not play a significant role in a faculty member’s
comfort as tenure-track or tenured faculty were almost as
likely to feel uncomfortable speaking up as their nontenure eligible counterparts.
The preliminary survey results were used as an impetus to further open the dialogue among faculty members
about faculty governance. At the 2018 INspire meeting,
participants in the COF Forum were asked to provide
feedback on the most significant governance issues affecting the faculty members at their institutions. Through
use of the 25:10 Crowd Sourcing technique, the following
five themes were identified in order of highest priority.
First, faculty members’ workload was identified as a
significant barrier to participation in shared governance.
Participants were asked whether workload, including
participation in governance as a form of service, was
being appropriately and comprehensively measured and
taken into consideration by administration in general,
specifically during the promotion and tenure process.
Second, participants were asked whether faculty members
had sufficient time to commit to effective participation in the
governance process, particularly when compared to the significance of their teaching and scholarship responsibilities.
This ties into the second ranked theme which was a
concern regarding perceived inadequacy of faculty participation in shared governance overall. Participants
raised concerns about unclear faculty expectations and
understanding of their role in governance, the potential
for differing expectations for participation between faculty members and administration, and breakdowns in
communication between upper administration and faculty
members related to institutional initiatives. Additionally,
concerns were raised about a lack of accountability to

Table 3. Governance Variables Significantly Associated With
Governance Satisfaction Scores of Faculty Members at US
Schools and Colleges of Pharmacy (n5815)
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Governance Satisfaction
Variables
Tenure Track Status
Not Tenure Eligible
Tenure Track
Tenured
Administrative Role
No
Yes
School Type
Public
Private
a

Odds Ratio (95% CI)
for High GS Score
(reference)
1.4 (0.9 – 2.1)
1.3 (0.9 – 1.8)
(reference)
2.6 (1.9 – 3.5)

a

(reference)
0.7 (0.5 – 0.9)

a

Statistical significance defined as p,.05

In terms of faculty members’ ability to change the
governance structure, 68% of respondents indicated their
school had a mechanism in place for this, 8% said their
school did not, and 24% were unsure. The majority of
respondents said faculty members had a voice in matters
pertaining to student admissions and admission policies
(81%), curricular matters (92%), student progression
policies (82%), and promotion policies (68%). A significant number of faculty members seemed to be unfamiliar
with their rights and responsibilities within their program’s shared governance model. Some respondents did
not know if they had direct voting rights or another means
of faculty representation in decision making related to
student admission policies (6%), student progression
policies (7%), or matters pertaining to faculty promotion
policies (13%). Finally, over half of the respondents were
unaware of whether they were permitted to participate in a
vote of no confidence in an administrator.
The recruitment of faculty members and opportunity
to provide input into the teaching specialty or research
focus of an open position was another area of shared
governance that was explored in the survey. Only 19% of
the faculty members responding felt that the opportunity
to provide input into the focus area of an open position did
not exist; however, the level of input varied greatly. Informal input that could be provided to the department
chair was the most commonly cited by respondents,
(43%), while another 31% responded that formal input
was sought by the department chair. A vote by the department was the least common method used (reported by
7% of respondents). Once the faculty area is selected, the
level of input that faculty members had in which candidate to hire also varied. The majority of respondents indicated that input was requested, either through a direct
vote if the faculty candidate was to be part of their
914
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ensure good faculty citizenship or participation in governance, which was the focus of another recent report of a
separate COF Faculty Affairs Committee.16
The third theme centered around the promotion and
tenure process itself with potential barriers being a lack of
transparency in the policies and procedures guiding promotion and tenure. The fourth theme that emerged was the
presence of differing rights and responsibilities for shared
governance that are assigned to tenure track versus nontenure eligible and/or adjunct faculty at some institutions.
There may be differences in voting rights between tenured,
tenure-track, and non-tenure eligible faculty members that
may limit the ability of certain types or classes of faculty
members to participate fully in shared governance, consistent with the findings of the survey. Additionally, some institutions limit the ability of non-tenure eligible faculty
members to participate on university-level committees or to
hold seats in the faculty senate. Some institutions may also
limit the ability of non-tenure eligible faculty to participate
in college-level committees and governance. Perceived inequality may in itself dissuade some faculty members from
engaging in the work of governing their college of school.
The final theme that was identified involved concerns about the general decision-making process within
schools and colleges of pharmacy. Specifically, there may
be uncertainty or a lack of understanding of policies regarding the types of decisions that are made by administration with or without faculty input and the incomplete
communication of decisions and the decision-making
process back to faculty members. In summary, the five
themes identified by pharmacy faculty members who
participated in this forum, were very consistent with
governance issues being raised by faculty across the
country.12-14 They are also consistent with the findings of
our governance survey.

This survey included 926 respondents from 141
public and private institutions. Our findings indicate that
many faculty members not only have the opportunity to be
involved, but have a voice in governance. The importance
of faculty input into academic decisions is critical, specifically when discussing key areas affecting institutions,
such as curricular changes, admissions criteria, and the
promotion and tenure process. Despite these positive
numbers, the survey suggests there is still an opportunity
and need for improvement. Approximately 15% of respondents to the survey indicated they were dissatisfied or
very dissatisfied with the faculty governance at their institution and the level of faculty input into governance. In
comparison, the AACP 2017 survey reported 10% of respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed that there are
opportunities for faculty participation in governance.15
Among dissatisfied respondents, 30% are at institutions
that do not offer tenure. The availability of tenure at institutions may be a variable impacting satisfaction based
on job stability. Additional variables associated with results indicating higher faculty satisfaction with governance include: those who are tenured, those with an
administrative role, and those at public institutions. Faculty members with administrative roles and those at a
public institution were more likely to be highly satisfied,
potentially confounding the relationship between tenure
status and governance satisfaction.
Limitations to this study include that the survey respondents may be biased towards individuals who are
associated with AACP in some manner, as non-members
would have been less likely to have receive contact about
the survey since AACP communications were a main
method of survey distribution. In an effort to mitigate this
possibility, survey respondent’s demographics were
compared with those received by the AACP Faculty
survey in 2017-2018.15 The AACP faculty survey represented 98 institutions and had 3077 respondents in comparison to this study’s 141 institutions and 929
respondents. The number of faculty at a tenure granting
institution (78% vs 80%) and tenured faculty members
who responded (28% vs 26%) was consistent between the
two studies. However, only 62% of survey respondents
did not have an administrative title in comparison to 74%
of the AACP faculty survey.15 Thus, administrators could
have been over represented in our analysis. When this
variable was accounted for, we found that administrators
were generally more satisfied with GS than non-administrators. However, given the governance satisfaction
variable is exploratory and unvalidated, additional sensitivity analysis would need to be conducted to validate the use of GS as a dependent variable. Finally, for
individuals who were not satisfied with governance

DISCUSSION
Shared governance is a key factor impacting overall
faculty satisfaction, with components of governance potentially impacting faculty retention.17,18 Given the limited research available in this area, an important goal of
this project was to begin the process of collecting information on faculty satisfaction with institutional governance across schools and colleges of pharmacy. The
search of the literature determined that shared governance
is an area that colleges and universities struggle with
throughout higher education.12-14 One especially relevant
article explored the leadership, governance, and management in dental education, which identified many of the
same issues that are faced in pharmacy education and
helped the committee frame the survey questions to
gather the most pertinent information.
915
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structures, this survey did not specifically address turnover intention or productivity. For instance, a faculty
member who was not fully satisfied with the amount of
input they had in hiring new faculty members or administrators may have had flexibility in their job, increased
annual/sick leave, or an improved retirement package that
made up for this.
Several governance considerations, such as the level
of faculty participation in governance, the perceived role
or value of a tenured, tenure track, or non-tenure track
faculty member, and the opportunity for faculty members
to comment on administrative decisions, warrant additional review beyond this study. The survey findings indicate the need for additional research to further define the
possible factors contributing to faculty satisfaction and to
enable the development of targeted resources to assist
institutions in addressing variables. Obviously, private
institutions are not likely to switch to become public institutions, so that is not modifiable. However, the employment status of the faculty members, the governance
model used, and perceptions about job security may be
areas to target for adjustment.
Three governance themes arose from the survey and
could serve as discussion points for institutions to use in
initiating a dialogue to address institution specific concerns. First, define the role of governance at your institution and the decision-making process on key academic
areas (eg, curriculum, admissions, and academic standards). Second, define the role of faculty members and
administration in governance and reinforce the importance of all faculty members being involved (ie, nontenure track, tenure track, and adjunct faculty). Finally,
account for and reward faculty contributions to governance through the promotion and tenure process. Schools
may consider involving all of their faculty members or
appointing a governance task force to facilitate discussion
of these three themes to create or update their institutional
governing model. In addition, as with any change, the
importance of ongoing assessment of the structure will be
integral given an ever-evolving academic climate.
Administrators and faculty members should be effectively represented in the governance of the university
in accordance with its policies and procedures. In addition, the college or school should use updated, published
documents such as bylaws, policies, and procedures, to
ensure faculty participation in the governance of the
college or school. The importance of all faculty members
having a role in governance may offer a benefit in the
overall advancement of pharmacy education by ensuring
all stakeholders have a voice and a process to offer input
on university policies and processes within a university
governance model. In addition, the role of faculty

members in governance is echoed through the AAUP’s
recommendations as well as those of the Association of
Governing Boards (AGB). Institutions are encouraged to
ensure that voting within institutional governance is the
same for all faculty members and the role of faculty
members in decision-making is clearly defined.1,11 A
shared governance model, as supported within AGB’s
white paper, may provide the optimal, collaborative environment to ensure faculty and administrative input into
key academic areas and to reinforce the importance of
contributions from the campus community to institutional
governance.
Recommendations
To optimize faculty governance and increase faculty
satisfaction and participation in governance, the AACP
Council of Faculties Faculty Affairs Committee of 20172018 makes the following recommendations to academic
pharmacy stakeholders, ie, pharmacy faculty members,
schools and colleges or pharmacy, and the AACP.
For all schools and colleges of pharmacy we have
five recommendations. First, establish and/or maintain a
clear vision of governance in all areas, including curriculum, admission, student progression, faculty promotion,
and hiring policies. Second, ensure that faculty members
are aware of their roles and responsibilities within their
governance structure by including this information as
part of new employee orientation programs and ensure
the information is regularly reviewed with faculty
members throughout their careers. Third, because faculty representation and voice often occur through committee structures, faculty members should have a means
of joining committees of interest and chairing those
committees as appropriate. Fourth, faculty contribution
to governance should be accounted for and rewarded
through the promotion and tenure process. Finally, faculty members should be defined in an inclusive manner,
and all full-time faculty members should have an opportunity to be involved in governance, regardless of
tenure status.
To AACP and the Council of Faculties, we proposed
the following resolutions to the 2018-2019 Rules and
Resolutions Committee of the COF. First that “AACP
supports giving all faculty, regardless of tenure status or
eligibility for tenure, decision-making and voting privileges in the governance structure of its schools or colleges.” Second that “AACP supports the inclusion of all
faculty in decision making of processes within curriculum, admission, student progression, as well as faculty
promotion and hiring policies.” Finally, that “The council
of faculties encourages faculty to play an active role in
their college/schools governance structure”
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SUMMARY
The AACP Council of Faculties Faculty Affairs
Committee explored the current status of faculty governance within US schools and colleges of pharmacy and
developed recommendations for stakeholders to consider.
Using a survey to assess government style and governance satisfaction, we found that faculty members at
public institutions and faculty members with administrative titles were more likely than their counterparts to be
satisfied with the faculty governance at their institutions.
Overall, faculty members were generally satisfied with
their involvement in governance, but the committee noted
areas for additional review by institutions. Faculty
members need to be aware of their roles within the governance structure and all faculty members should have an
opportunity to participate in governance, be vocal, and
have their roles recognized through the promotion process
within their institutions. Pharmacy education is not alone
in facing governance challenges, and many of our committee’s recommendations have been echoed by other
organizations including dental education and liberal arts
programs.13,14
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Appendix 1. Survey Instrument
Does your institution offer tenure (yes, no)?
Which of the following best describes your status at your institution?
Non tenure eligible
Tenure track faculty member
Tenured faculty member
What is your current employment status?
Part time ,20 hours a week
Part time 21-32 hours week
Full time – 32 hours1
What is the approximate size of the full-time faculty within the pharmacy program?
What is your faculty rank?
Do you have an administrative role within the pharmacy program (yes, no)?
Do you have a split appointment (part of your salary is paid by a hospital or other entity)?
What is the name of your pharmacy program?
Is your program a public or private institution?
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Are you located on a satellite or extension campus or otherwise separated from the main campus?
Are you represented by a faculty union or have an AAUP negotiated contract?
How satisfied are you with your college/school’s governance structure?
Are you satisfied with the level of faculty input into your college/school’s governance?
Which of the following best describes how committees are formed in your college/school’s governance structure?
Committees are appointed by the administration, but the chair is elected by the committee
Committees are elected by the faculty and elect their chairs
Committees and committee chairs are appointed by the administration
Committee members are elected by the faculty, but the Chair is appointed by the administration
Except for your college/school’s tenure/promotion committee, does your faculty status limit your eligibility to serve on other
committees in your college/school (yes - explain, no, I don’t know)?
Does your faculty status limit your eligibility to serve on any committees at your university (yes - explain, no, I don’t know)?
Do faculty have the means to initiate a change to your faculty governance structure and/or documents such as the faculty handbook
(yes - explain, no, I don’t know)?
Do you have voting rights on matters pertaining to the following (yes – through a direct vote, yes – through faculty representation on
the responsible committee, I don’t know, no)?
Admissions and admissions policies
Curriculum and what courses are approved
Student progression policies
Promotion policies
Can you provide input regarding the teaching specialty or research focus of new faculty that will be recruited?
Yes, through direct vote of department members
Yes, formal input is sought by the department chair, but no voting
No, but some level of informal input can be provided to department chair
No, the decisions are made without my input
Can you provide input on the suitability of faculty candidates who are being considered for a faculty position?
Yes, a direct vote if hire is within my department
Yes, I have a vote only if selected to be on the search committee, otherwise I can provide input
No, I can only provide input if on the search committee
No, faculty input is not sought
How are department/division chairs appointed?
They are elected by the faculty to a term of X years
They are appointed by the dean or upper administration
They are appointed by the dean after a thorough search and feedback from department faculty
Do you have voting rights in no confidence votes of the following (yes, no, I don’t know):
Department chair of your department
Dean of the college/school
Provost, president or other upper administration
Assistant/associate deans
Do other full-time faculty within your program have different voting rights than you do (yes - explain, no, I don’t know)?
Are there any non-administrative faculty that represent the faculty on the dean’s leadership committee (yes - explain, no, n/a)?
In general, do you feel you can speak out at open forums such as faculty meetings on curricular or other academic matters without fear
of repercussions?

918

